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January 12, 2006

- Tam Doduc, Chair and Members
State Water Resources Control Board
Executive Office
1001 | Street, 24" Floor
Sacramento, CA 85814
Attn: Selica Potter, Acting Clerk of the Board

Subject:  Comments on the 12/5/05 Draft of Statewide General Waste

Discharge Requiremen DR for Sewage Collection System

Agencies

Dear Chawwoman Doduc and Members

In general, the proposed legislation appears to have scme useful parts that may

improve the sewer industry by preventing Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSO’s)

such as having a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) with an Overflow :
Emergency Response Plan. However, there are some parts that seem fo 1
overlap other existing legislation (ie fats, oils & grease programs) and some o
sections -of this proposal that may appear to overstep their stated purpose by

regulating design of sewer systems that may for example, straddle authorities of

general law cities and- charter cities. - There is still a lot of vagueness and

questions of implementation in the proposal as it stands, yet the proposed
legislation has an accelerated time scheduie proposed. Therefore, the City of

Culver City opposes the proposed legislation in its current form.

The City of Culver City recommends pushing the time frame back for
implementation. until at least 2010 and getting more input from proposed
permittees. = The state should organize input from Public Works
Director/Sanitation Director's forums on this topic since these are the people that
will be responsible for implementation of this proposed legislation.

The legislation _shouid focus on its goal of preventing SSO's, be more up front
about how the “civil monetary remedies for discharge violations™ will' be
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administered (not just another taking by the state) and to further clarify the details
of the proposal. Input by the attorney’s should also be incorporated since there
is a section for them in the SSMP. There are still many questions on how this
legislation will actually be implemented. For example, the authority to certify and
administer must be at the top of an organization and generally the SSO clean-up
personnel are not. Until this program is workabie in both a charter city and a
general law city, this legislation should not be brought forward for
implementation.

 Some specific issues with the legislation as it stands are commented on below:

1. (#1) For established charter cities such as Culver City, how will this
self-certifying “permit tc operate a sewage collection system” work?
How will it be administered by the State Water Resources Control
Board? What are the liabilities for violations of the permit? What sort
of other conditions will be attached to each permit? What will constitute
a violation of the permit? Will it be based on the guantity of SSO?
What will be the penaities for violation of the permit conditions? :

2. (#9) How wili the standards for “uniform SSO reporting” be developed.

. What will be the criterion? How will the “statewide electronic database”
be paid for or administered? Will permittees have access to this
database? In analyzing SSO's, what will be the goal of the analysis?
Will stiffer penalties be developed from this analysis?

3. (#10) What is the extent of information that the SWRCB will be
expecting following an SSO? What will constitute “complete, concise
and timely fashion?” Why not have the Regional Board be the only
reporting agency for an S8SO and have them be responsible for
reporting to all interested parties?

4, (#11) In these initiatives, does an SSO constitute a violation of the
NPDES permit? How large of an SSO volume constitutes a violation?

5. (#13a) For clarification of this particular item, it needs to be recognized
that Regional Boards throughout the state administer the California
Clean Water Act differently. To “make uniform” the requirements
throughout the state will more than likely make the requirements
stricter for all. There should be some discussion among the proposed
permittees about what the conditions of this “single general waste
discharge requirement” will be.

6. (#13b) Need clarification on “unified statewide approach.”

7. (#13c) How will “consistent and uniform standards of performance,
etc.” be defined?




